V 



- o 



•.1 






-A 












?? 



report resumes 
ED on 139 EA 000 343 

AN ANALYSIS OF INTERACTION AMONG PRINCIPALS ANC TEACHERS 
DURING SCHOOL FACULTY MEETINGS. 

By- CRISPIN, DAVID 6. PETERSON, R. DUANE 

PUB DATE FED 67 

EDRS PRICE MF-S0.09 HC-S0.36 9P. 

DESCRIPTORS- ^PRINCIPALS, BEHAVIOR PATTERNS, ^TEACHERS, 
♦TEACHER ADMINISTRATOR RELATIONSHIP, ^STAFF MEETINGS, 
PARTICIPATION, ♦INTERACTION PROCESS ANALYSIS, CRISPIN SYSTEM 
OF INTERACTION ANALYSIS, NEW YORK CITY 

A PRINCIPAL’S INTERACTION PATTERN IN FACULTY MEETINGS, 
TESTED BY T^:£ CRISPIN SYSTEM OF INTERACTION ANALYSIS WAS 
HYPOTHESIZED TO BE THE MAJOR CAUSE FOR INTERSCHOOL TEACHER 
ATTITUDE DIFFERENCES. THE AUTHORS FURTHER HYPOTHESIZED THAT 
THE MORE INDIRECT THE PRINCIPAL'S BEHAVIOR (WILLINGLY SHARES 
HIS AUTHORITY WITH TEACHERS), THE MORE SUPPORTIVE WILL BE THE 
TEACHERS' BEHAVIOR (WILLINGLY C(X>PERATIVE) . PRINCIPAL 
BEHAVIOR WAS RECORDED AS DIRECT (USES AUTHORITY) OR INDIRECT 
(SHARES AUTHORITY), AND TEACHER BEHAVIOR WAS RECORDED AS 
NONSUPPORTIVE (PERFUNCTORY) OR SUPPORTIVE (WILLINGLY 
COOPERATIVE). THE DATA REPRESENTING OVER ^,000 INTERACTIONS 
IN SO ELEMENTARY SCHOOL FACULTY MEETINGS INDICATED A 
REJECTION. OF THE STATED HYPOTHESIS. TEACHERS TENDED TO BE 
SUPPORTIVE IRRESPECTIVE OF DIRECT AND INDIRECT PRINCIPAL 

behavior, the amount of teacher participation was, however, 
exactly twice as HIGH IN THE INDIRECT CLIMATES. THE 
CONSISTENT TEACHER REACTION TO THE VARYING BEHAVIOR OF 
PRINCIPALS WAS AT VARIANCE WITH FINDINGS IN OTHER DISCIPLINES 
WHERE THE BEHAVIOR OF A CROUP WAS DEPENDENT UPON THE BEHAVIOR 
OF THE LEADER. FURTHER RESEARCH WAS- SUGGESTED USING SECONDARY 
AND LARGER URBAN SCHOOLS, DIFFERENT BEHAVIOR PATTERNS BY THE 
SAME PRINCIPALS, AND THE ATTITUDES AND THE BEHAVIORS OF 
TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS. THIS PAPER WAS PRESENTED AT THE 
AMERICAN EDUCATION RESEARCH ASSOCIATION CONVENTION (NEW YORK, 
FEBRUARY 1967). (CB) 
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M. \ Reporting their research on the attitudes of teachers toi*/ard faculty meetin.^s 

) HLumberg and Amidon write in THE NASSF BULLETIN (l) : • « the critical variable * 

accounting for differences in teacher attiWes from school" to school seems to be 
2j the principal »s behavior as reflected in the pattern of faculty meeting inter- 

5 action — »* and, “more positive attitudes are associated idth faculty-centered • 

Q Interaction (the locus of responsibility and control being with the. facility) ; more 

D®E^^^ve attitudes are related to principal-centered interaction (the locus of 
responsibility and control resting with the principal).” This pilot study alms to 
3 . • gather more Information regarding principal-ti-acher interaction during school 

'4- faculty meetings. But where Blumberg and Amidon used the questionnaire method of 
^ data collection, the present study employs trained observers using interacMcn- 

bo observe and record the .live . behaviors of principals and teachers as 
1 they occur spontaneously during faculty meetings. \ 

S' '• • • • - 

Amidon offer a usefi^ conceptual dichotomy— they, classify 
principal-teacher Interaction as. either ."principal-centerod” or “faculty-centered” 
... the difference being found' ih,“ — the locus of responsibility and control.” And 
this difference can be set forth in behavioral terms— when the principal behaves 
- In such a way as to maintain responsibility and control, his behavior. can be 

described as Direct ; v;hen he behaves in such a v/ay as to share responsibility and 
‘ contro l his behavior can be described as 'Indirect. V.. • 

I Teachei'S* behaviors can lb dichotomized also, and in this study all teacher 

behavior is categorized as fiip portive or Nbn-Supportive . l^ile •'behavior" and 
. "at'titude” have different meanings, this research accepts the assumption that 

attitudes are reflected in behavior; and it seems, safe to generalize frem Blumberg 
find Amidon*s “positive” and “negative” attitudes to .bur definitions of Supportive 
and Nbn-Supportive behaviors respectively... ■ * 

Blnmberg and Amidon found more positive attitudes (teachers*) associated with 
faculty-centered interaction. Expecting. to find data supporting their findings 
I .. ve used our operational concepts to restate their conclusion as our hypothesis. 
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